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Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1 )[3 Responsive to communication(s) filed on 28 April 2005 and May 23. 2005 . 
2a)S This action is FINAL. 2b)D This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quay/e, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) 0 Claim(s) 1-20 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) 03 Claim(s) 1-20 is/are rejected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) ^ The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)13 The drawing(s) filed on 23 May 2005 is/are: a)KI accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 

Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
1 1 )□ The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. §119 

12)D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)D All b)D Some * c)Q None of: 

1 0 Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2-D Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3.Q Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 
application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 



Attachment(s) 

1 ) □ Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) 4) □ Interview Summary (PTO-413) 

2) □ Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) Paper No(s)/Mail Date. . 

3) □ Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO-1449 or PTO/SB/08) 5 ) D Notice of Informal Patent Application (PTO-152) 

Paper No(s)/Mail Date . 6) □ Other: . 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

The amendment submitted on Apr 28, 2005, and the drawing submitted on May 23, 2005, 
have been reviewed and considered with the following results: 

The replacement drawing sheet, and a corresponding change to the disclosure, overcame 
the drawing objection described in the previous Office Action. Therefore, that objection has 
been withdrawn. 

The applicant's arguments/comments where not found persuasive, and therefore they did 
not overcome the objections to the disclosure, or the claim related rejections, as described in the 
previous Office Action. Those objections and rejections have been maintained, and are repeated 
later under their corresponding section. Related comments are described under the Response to 
Arguments section. 

Since page 4 of the amendment implies additional information can be provided, the 
following is requested: At least one specific example (e.g. circuit details or structure) of each of 
the following: control 38, control circuit 26, both shown in the applicant's Fig. 1. With those 
examples, the examiner may be able to more accurately determine what, and how, control within 
the applicant's circuit is actually performed. Without this type of information, it is not clear how 
all the claimed limitations are met. 

Specification 

The disclosure remains objected to because of the following informalities: Clarification is 
requested with respect to how control circuit 26 "of any known design" (see page 7, lines 4-6) 
and control block 38 (see page 7, lines 12-14), can actually perform their function. Using the 
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applicant's own Fig. 1 as a reference, it is understood that control circuit 26 is coupled between 
voltage V3 and ground, provides control signal 36, and has some type of connection to primary 
element 14. However, it is not understood what this control circuit can be, and how control 
signal 36 and the connection to 14 relate to one another. For example, a simple two resistor 
voltage divider can provide a control signal from between the two resistors, wherein the 
connection to 14 could possibly be to either V3, or control signal 36. Control 38 is known to be 
coupled between power supply 22 (at node 16) and ground, with another connection to node 18, 
and an input receiving control signal 36. It is believed control 38 could be a comparator coupled 
between 16 and ground for power, receiving the potential at node 18 as a reference signal, and 
receiving control signal 36 as the variable/comparison signal. However, it is not understood how 
control 38 actually controls the current through the loop. Does control 38 have an output the 
controls current source 40, and/or somehow controls the switching within Ul and U2? As 
presently shown and described, it is understood control 38 is coupled in parallel with respect to 
power supply 20 and sense resistor R, wherein current source 40, charge pump circuits Ul and 
U2, and control circuit 26 are also coupled in parallel with 20 and R. Therefore, from the figure, 
and lack of specific details within the description, it is not understood how loop current II would 
be affected by control 38. Appropriate corrections and/or clarifications required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 
The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 
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Claims 1-20 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as based on a 
disclosure which is not enabling. How the loop current is actually controlled is considered by this 
examiner to be critical or essential to the practice of the invention. Therefore, this current 
control limitation included in the claim(s) is not enabled by the disclosure. See In re Mayhew, 
527 F.2d 1229, 188 USPQ 356 (CCPA 1976). Although control block 38, shown in Fig. 1, 
allegedly controls the loop current, the description and the circuit shown in Fig. 1 do not indicate 
how that is actually performed. As described above with respect to the disclosure and Fig. 1, 
control 38 does not appear to actually affect the loop's current since control 38 is simply shown 
connected between node 16 and ground, and in parallel with 20/R as well as with 40/U1/U2/26. 
This type of configuration does not provide sufficient information to how the loop current will be 
controlled. For example, does control 38 control only current source 40, one or both of the 
charge pump circuits Ul and Ul, or some combination of these elements? 

Claim Rejections - 35 (JSC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21 (2) of such treaty in the English language. 

In so far as being understood, claims 1, 4, 8, 15, 16, and 18 remain rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Saito etal. (Saito). Fig. 10 shows what can be considered 
one type of a loop powered process instrument, and it comprises control circuit 307 measuring a 
process variable (e.g. current) and developing control signal 1021 representing the variable; 
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output circuit 101 1,1013 is connected to a two-wire loop (e.g. wires 306 and 308) for effectively 
controlling the loop current (via control of 1018); and power supply circuit 105,1018 is 
connected to output circuit 1011,1013 and to control circuit 307, wherein 105, 101 8a receives 
power from the two-wire process loop and supplies power DCOUTL to control circuit 307. Figs. 
1 1 and 12 each show an example of 1018 having cascaded charge pump circuits between HVIN 
and DCOUTL. Therefore, claim 1 is anticipated. Since current source 105 effectively connects 
the cascaded charge pump circuits (within 1018) to output circuit 1011,1013, claim 4 is 
anticipated. Interpreting Fig. 10 in a slightly different manner, current source 105 provides a 
select current (e.g. the current flowing through 105) to the plurality of cascaded switched 
capacitor voltage dividers within 1018, thus anticipating claim 8. Fig. 12 shows the capacitor 
voltage dividers comprising CMOS switched capacitor voltage converters having pump 
capacitance and output capacitance (e.g. see CPT1 and CPT2), anticipating claim 15. Since 1018 
comprises a plurality of cascaded switched capacitor voltage divides, claims 16 and 18 are 
anticipated for the same reasons as applied above to corresponding claims. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

In so far as being understood, claims 2, 5, 9, .12, and 20 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Saito et al. (Saito) in view of their respective independent 
claim 1, 8, or 16. As previously described, Saito shows a loop powered process instrument that 
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reads on the limitations, as far as being understood, recited within the independent claims. 
However, the reference does not clearly disclose the charge pump circuits/cascaded switched 
capacitor voltage dividers as divide-by-two circuits, or a regulator diode being connected to the 
output, as recited within some of the claims. Saito discloses the circuits shown.in Figs. 1 1 and 
12 are step-down circuits (e.g. see column 12, lines 21-22 and column 13, lines 27-28), and 
therefore it is understood they are divide type circuits. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to use divide-by-two type circuits within 1018 if the desired output 
voltage is required to be HVIN divided by a multiple of two. Therefore, claims 2, and 9 are 
rendered obvious. Also, if several different output voltages are required for various circuitry, 
each circuit could provide its own corresponding divided voltage. It also would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to add a regulator diode to output DCOUTL, rendering 
obvious claims 5, 12, and 20 obvious. The diode would help ensure output DCOUTL is 
stabilized (or clamped) to minimize adverse affects (e.g. noise) created by the switching 
operations within 1018. 

In so far as being understood, claims 3, 7, 10-1 1, 14, and 17 remain rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Saito et al. (Saito) in view of their respective 
independent claim 1, 8, or 16. As previously described, Saito shows a loop powered process 
instrument that reads on the limitations recited within the independent claims. However, the 
reference does not clearly disclose the efficiency of the circuit(s) or dividers. It would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to provide 
circuits or dividers with an efficiency of 90% or 95%, since it has been held that discovering an 
optimum value of a result effective variable involves only routine skill in the art. In re Boesch, 
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617 F.2d 272, 205 USPQ 215 (CCPA 1980). Also, it is known to one of ordinary skill in the art 
that switching capacitor circuits can have high efficiency, and what efficiency is required 
depends on particular applications the circuit will be used in. Therefore, claims 3, 7, 10-1 1, and 
14 are rendered obvious for the above reasons. Claim 17 is rendered obvious for the same 
efficiency reasoning as described above, along with the same reasoning with respect to the 
divide-by-two description above (e.g. see the rejections of claims 2, and 9). 
No claim is allowable. 

Response to Arguments 

The applicant's arguments filed Apr, 28, 2005 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. The applicant argues that: 1) the claims specify a loop powered process instrument, 
and Saito et al. does not relate to it; 2) there is minimal power for the instrument; 3) the invention 
is not directed to current loop control, and its control is irrelevant to the claimed invention; 

1) The applicant's arguments fail to comply with 37 CFR 1.1 1 1(b) because they amount 
to a general allegation that the claims define a patentable invention without specifically pointing 
out how the language of the claims patentably distinguishes them from the references. It appears 
the applicant intends the labels 'loop powered process instrument", "process variable", and 
"two-wire process loop" clearly identifies specific limitations, without actually describing them. 
However, the examiner does not believe those "process" labels require a narrow, specific 
interpretation of the claimed limitations with respect to their broadest reasonable interpretation. 
For example, any circuit that comprises some type of feedback can be considered one type of a 
loop powered process instrument, "process variable" can include current, voltage, etc. since they 
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can be variables that are measured, and "two-wire process loop" can refer to a circuit having a 
loop (e.g. feedback), and two wire conductors. 

2) In response to the applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain features 
of applicant's invention, it is noted that the feature upon which the applicant relies (i.e., minimal 
power available to power the instrument) is not recited in the rejected claim(s). Although the 
claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from the specification are not read 
into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

3) The applicant's arguments do not comply with 37 CFR 1.1 1 1(c) because they do not 
clearly point out the patentable novelty which he or she thinks the claims present in view of the 
state of the art disclosed by the references cited or the objections made. Further, they do not 
show how the arguments avoid such references or objections. In this case, the applicant's argue 
that the present invention is not directed to control of the current loop, and that control is 
irrelevant to the claimed invention. However, lines 4-5 of each of independent claims 1 and 8, as 
well as line 3 of independent claim 16, recite "controlling current on the loop." Therefore, that 
current control is part of the claimed invention, and the examiner's prior art rejections address 
that particular limitation. However, without real specific details to go by from the applicant's 
own figures and disclosure, the examiner has used his broadest reasonable interpretation with 
respect to how the limitations of the "claimed invention" can be viewed. 

Therefore, the objections and rejections described in this Office Action, are deemed 

proper. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication, or previous communications, from the 



examiner should be directed to Terry L. Englund whose telephone number is (571) 272-1743. 
The examiner can normally be reached Monday-Friday from 7 AM to 3 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tim Callahan, can be reached on (571) 272-1740. 

The new central official fax number is (571) 273-8300. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the Group receptionist whose telephone number is (571) 272-1562. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov . Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 





Terry L. Englund 



MYTRANG NUTON 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 



5 Aug 2005 
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